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With the assistance of Arizona School Administrators, 


x 


- Inc., the Bureau of Educational .Research and Services of 


Arizona State University identifies dissertations produced in 

* the Department of Educational Administration and Supervision 
whose topics are of greatest current interest to school 
administrators in Arizona. 


The disserations identified are then summarized in 


Research Reports on Educational Administration and distributed 
to school santas brators and A.S.U. faculty if the Department .- 


of Educational Administration. The current issue is the 
twenty-seventh ‘in the series, — © : 


The investigation by. Dr. Barbara Irene Davis concerned 
itself with the status of teacher evaluation practices in the 
State of Arizona‘as. af October 1974. A model for teacher 
~@valuation based on this investigation was also recommended. 


‘ Other dissertations which have been summarized and 
published in the past are“listed on the inside back cover.. 
All dissertatSons from which the summaries are derived are 

Yavailable on interlibrary loan and may be obtained by any 
Jibrary upon,application to the Director of Libraries, Arizona 
State University, Tempe, Arizona 8528>. All dissertations are 
also available on microfilm from University Microfilm, Inc., 
Ann Arbor, Michigans : 
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a . a: 
THE STATUS DF TEACHER EVALUATION PRACTICES 
IN ARIZONA AND A PROPOSED MODEL 


INTRODUCTION © 
er: “ . es 

The*need for reliable and valid-teacher Seaiusticn in 
public schools is recognized in today's literature (Redfern, 
1973; McNeil, 1971' N.E.A., 1964, 1969; Jones, 1972). These 
authors. present a picture of idespread dissatisfaction with 
the existing procedures. Ter uch as "haphazzard", "shocking" 
and “low credibility of the process" ‘are: frequently mentioned. 
regarding teacher evaluation practices. 

“ 

And yet, administrators, even in view of the difficulties 
presented by teacher evaluation practices, are now faced With, 
Pressures from the'public for accountability of teacher 
effectiveness, and also pressure from teachers for defensible 
teacher evaluation practices. ? ; 

This study sought an analysis of the status of teacher 
evaluation practices. from all the principals in the state of 
Arizona. This comprehensive view of -evaluation practices 
enables administrators to compare, evaluate and recommend 
improvements for their local teacher evaluation programs... This | 
research can also benefit professional education organizations : 
as they consider their role in teacher evaluation and in setting 
Standards for their own members. 
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: "THE PROBLEM 7 


The .problem of this study was, to ieecnite the status ° 
of teacher evaluation as practiced in Arizona public schools 
in the 1973-74 school year with regard to purposes, criteria, 
evaluations, frequency and methods and procedures,-and to : 
recommend a model for teacher evaluation pase on the. investi- 
gation. -° : : 


PROCEDURE 


' The descriptive survey - research design: was employed: 
in- this study. During the 1973-74 School year all of the ; 
principals listed in the Arizona Education Directory for.that 
year were contacted. For Schools not having a principal Jthe 
head teacher was contacted and whewe there was neither incipal 
-or head teacher, the superintendent was sent the survey.“instru- 


Ment. This was an N of 774 public schools which was stratified 
‘by classification (elementary, secondary) and size. .. 
iN 


‘The instrument to-determine the status of: teacher’ 
evaluation was divided into eight sections. These sections, 


were: demographics, purpese, criteria, frequency of evaluation, . 


approaches, checklist of ten methods and procedures, request 
for copy of forms used in the local district, and whether or 
not the PpSSDeneeny wished to receive a topy of the results. 
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FINDINGS 


sy Aalas 1. The questionnaire was sent to 774 public schools 
inNthe dtate of Arizona. A total of, 621 (80.2%) replied, and 
of those responding, 490 (78.9%) schools conducted formal , 
teacher. eyaluation. 


2. The purposes most frequently. indicated for the 
evaluation of teachers were the improvement of fastruction 
(56.1%) and the facilitatiog of administrative decisions 
(including rehiring, tenure, placement,” etc. ) (45.12%). 


.3- The principals‘of 360 schools (73. 5%) Sraecie 
eee teacher evaluation indicated that the purposes of the. 
evaluation were written in schdol board policy or in admjnis- 
trative diréctives. 
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om The Selactbule of: 406 (89, 9%) of the. schools’ in which oo 
formal teacher evaluation was conducted indicated that they hada 


written criteria upon which teachers: were evaluated. 


‘aes 


- - The most frequent response to the question of who 
had deterinined th criteria was “administration”: (not shecrited: 
39.6% 
aay or ee \ 


6. The criterton of teacher wiatustion used in more 
fereeey than any ‘other was discipline or Shessroom canky Ol 
54.9%). 


To, The most common frequency for ‘teacher avaiuaeion: 
was twice a year for probationary teachers and once a year 
for tenure teachers. ~ oes 


8. The principat conducted teacher evaluation alone in 
50.0% of the schools conducting formal teacher evaluation, and: 
in 25.1% of these schools the principal conducted teacher evalua- 
tion in SonTune tien with someone elSe. 


9. .The presage (teacher characteristics) ioproach to 
teacher ‘evaluation was used in 63.1% of the schools and the ; 
process (teacher performance) approach in.95.7%. 


10. . The three evaluation methods checked most frequently 
were: conference/interview (91.8%),,informal classroom obser- - 
vation (89.0%), and formal classroom observation (87. 8%). 


11. Teachers were informed in advance of a classroom 
visitation in 56.3% of the schools Con8ucting formal teacher 
evaluation, and in 91.6% teachers were informed of the results 
of an evaluation. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


Considering these findings the following conclusions 
were made: 


1. Many ‘public schools in Arizona do not conduct formal _ - 


= teacher evaluation. Tenure teachers are evaluated less often 


han Op aeeg aes teachers and in some schools are not evaluated 
t all. 


2. In some aehaeie the purpose or the criteria for- 
teacher evaldation or both are unknown to evaluator and/or 
teacher. It is not clear what purpose ‘is served in such cases. 
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Et 3. Some schools haye ng stated,‘criteria at all for 


si UE evaluating teachers. Many $f the criteria used in Schools call 


for subjective judgements on the part of the evaluator and are - 
‘of. questionable validity. ; ioe 3 : ; ; 
ne Some methods require. ‘subjective judgement on / the 
“part of the evaluator and do not hecessarily relate to stated 
criteria and purpose of teacher e aluation. ' 
‘5. Principals as a group are oa wakes about teacher 

‘evaluation and want to help in improving their teacher evalua- 
tion practice. Inasmuch as principals are most likely to be 
doing the evaluating, ‘they need exper’ 136: in the evaluation 
of teacher. competence. — ~— 


~ » 6. Although improvement. of instruction is a major 
purpose of teacher evaluation, Some. teachers are not informed 
of the results of their evaluation. 


\7. Current teacher evaluation practices in the state 
of Arizona do not conform to the legal requirements (HB 2064) 
which have been established and must be met by all Arizona 
public school districts by June 30, 1977. 


¥, 2 \ 
. _ RECOMMENDATIONS nes 


The following recommendations were made. as a result of 
the study: 


1. All schools, regardless of size, should conduct 
formal teacher evaluation. Evaluation for the: purpose of improv- 
ing instruction should-be continuous. In order to comply with 
State requirements (HB 2064) evaluation to facilitate adminis- 
trative decisions should be conducted at least twice each year 
for probationary teachers and at least every other year ror 
_ tenure teachers. re 


2. Purposes for teacher evaluation should be aaron . 
“upon in advance by all persons concerned, teachers and principals, 
as well as anyone else responsible for or involved in teacher 
,evaluation. Criteria, once agreed upon, should be stated in 
official written school district policy and made available to 
all persons eoncerned with teacher evaluation. 


a 


3. Criteria, to be valid, should. be weriwed from the ‘ 
role description of the teacher as supported by research and. 
mutually agreed upon by evaluator and teacher as being directly: 
related to the purpose of teacher evaluation. Subjective rating. 
scales'should be replaced by the stating of specific criteria 
leading to the improvement of instruction. 


4. . Methods and procedures. mutuariy: agreed. upon, 
should lead to valid and reliable conclusiéns concerning the 
competence of the teacher and Should be conducive to se improve- 
ment of instruction. 
Sis Rasources and specialized ppeidiagain the improve- 
ment of teacher evaluation practices and the improvement of’ 
instruction should be made available to all Arizona public 
school principals. . ; 


6. A school district policy. should be adopted assuring 
that teachers will be informed.of the results of every evalua- 
tion -within a certain time limit... \ 
7. The model for teacher evaluation, as deseribed in 
the dissertation, is recommended for each Arizona public school 


district. 
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IMPLICATIONS 


‘ 


Since improvement of Jinstruction is a major concern ‘of 
Porn teacher evaluation, there is a need to have within each 
public school district, a set of well defined criteria and pro- , 
cedures, consistent with the philosophy and goals of the district, 
for-the formal .evaluation of classroom teachers. Thesé criteria 
and procedures should be mutual]y developed by teachers, 
principals and those involved with teacher evaluation and 


- written as school policy. Steps then need to be developed to 


maintain communication with all concerned about the procedures 
and to train the evaluators in the evaluation of teacher compe- 
tence. . 


The implementation. of House Bill 2064 is set. for June 
30, 1977. It behooves all public school.districts in Arizona 
to be diligent in their efforts to develop an effective set of 
guidelines and procedures for teacher evaluation. | N 
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